
















































 
I N C O R P O R A T E D  ESTABLISHED 1945 

 
December 9, 2015 

CIVIL ENGINEERS 
LAND SURVEYORS 
PLANNERS 
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS 
ARBORISTS 

207 PARK AVENUE 
FALLS CHURCH, VA 22046 

PHONE: (703) 532-6163 
FAX: (703) 533-1301 

WWW.WLPINC.COM 
 

 
Mr. Gary H. Fuller, AICP 
Principal Planner  
City of Falls Church Planning Division 
Harry E. Wells Building 
300 Park Avenue, 300W 
Falls Church, VA 22046 
 
Re: Mason Row, Mixed-use project, by Spectrum Development LLC 
 
Dear Gary: 
 
Below are responses to the comments from staff dated December 3, 2015, and our responses to how 
each item is addressed with the December 9, 2015 submission. 
 
Comment 1: Residential Apartment count and mix 

Studios 
1-bedrooms 
1-bedrooms + Office/Dens 
2-bedrooms 

Response:  The current mix is as follows: 

  (28) Studios 

  (81) 1-Bedrooms 

  (96) 1- Bedrooms with Den 

  (117) 2-Bedrooms 

  Total (322) units 

 
Comment 2:  Trash loading plan and conditions (in VCs) 

The following "list of items" includes elements that the Applicant has informally 
committed to or is in the process of formalizing and for recommended approval 
should be part of the final application package and record, prior to any final City 
Council consideration. These items would be provided in the form of new, 
revised Voluntary Concessions, Community Benefits. Terms and Conditions 
submitted for post- City Council final action on December 14, 2015 and 
administrative staff review and confirmation. As such the following items are 
recommended by staff to be included with any action to recommend approval by 
City Council: 
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Response:  The revised voluntary concessions are included with the distribution package.  

Included in the VCs is a schedule for trash pick-up to accompany the right-of-
way trash pick-up location. 

 
Comment 3:  Revised Voluntary Concessions, Community Benefits, Terms and Conditions (VCs) 

dated October 5, 2015 - add the Applicant's newly revised commitments stated in 
email dated November 9, 2015 from D. Buskell (Attachments 1 & 2), be formally 
finalized and added to the VCs. While the VCs may continue to be refined and 
negotiated prior to City Councils final consideration the significant updated 
commitments made on November 9, 2015, by email, to the cash contributions to the 
city, bike share and ADUs need to be formally integrated into the VCs. These 
updates address several previous issues areas staff had been discussing with the 

 Applicant. [Note: subsequent revised November 23, 2015 VCs under review, may 
   respond to all or most) 

Response: The newly revised commitments have been added to the latest VCs, submitted with this 
package.  

 
Comment 4: Retail First Floor Heights - The retail first floor area heights need to be increased 

from the proposed minimum floor-to-ceiling height of 14 feet to provide more options 
 for future retailers. That a higher minimum floor-to-ceiling height be committed to in 

   the VCs. 

Response:  The first floor height has been revised and included in the latest VCs, submitted with 
this package. 

 
Comment 5: Proposed Traffic Signal/Intersection W. Broad Street - Applicant needs to study 

potential redesign options for the future proposed West Broad Street traffic signal 
location and intersection configuration. To alignment with the Dominion Jewelry 
curb cut and also serve Rowell Court via the existing inter-parcel access. Provide an 

 exhibit or conceptual plan showing the intersection redesigned and alignment with the 
   existing entrance at Dominion Jewelry across the street. 

Response: The intersection has been revised to incorporate the Dominion Jewelers curb cut 
entrance, which will be designed into the signal phasing.   

 
Comment 6: Conceptual Architectural Plan Revisions - Pending. The Architectural Advisory 

Board (AAB) at their October 7, 2015 meeting reviewed the Mason Row plans and 
made several recommendations. Recommended improving the building 
articulations, roofline, hotel branding colors not in keeping with Falls Church, street 
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level retail treatment and residential townhouse style multi-family building on Park 
 Avenue needing further accessory architectural townhouse features (Attachment 3). 
 Applicant to provide revised conceptual architectural plans that reflect these 
 recommendations in final form and a supplementary written statement on the 
 architectural recommended refinements made, what, where and, if not, justify why they 
 were not possible. 

Response: Listed below are responses to each feature listed above: 
A. Rooflines/Building Articulation: See attached renderings and elevations. We have 

broken down the horizontal datum at the roof level on each building to minimize 
building façade length. 

B. Hotel Branding Colors: See attached renderings and elevations. We have redesigned 
the hotel to fit more within the Falls Church architecture and minimized the hotel 
branding color to small segments on the corner tower element. 

C. Street Level Retail Treatment: Design intent of retail facades is to promote façade 
variety and not a homogenous retail frontage you might see in typical suburban strip 
malls. A project such as Mason Row strives for a variety of retail façade treatments as 
this adds visual interest and character to the street level much like you would see in a 
retail village. However, the developer does not want unlimited retail façade 
treatments for the project as this creates a mottled and disjointed retail plan. The 
Developer shall establish design parameters/guidelines for future retail tenants to 
promote individual branding expression but with limitations conducive to Mason 
Row. These guidelines may include material types, % of transparent glass, signage, 
material colors, etc.  and shall be developed in the future. 

D. Residential Townhouse on Park Avenue:  Further architectural embellishment, 
including false entry doors, stoops, etc. for the townhouse facades, will be evaluated 
and developed during the site plan process. 

 
Comment 7: Grove Avenue and N. West Street Improvements – newly proposed concepts for the 

raised crossings at the W&OD trail and street narrowing to slow traffic on Grove Avenue 
and N. West Street, need to be added to the conceptual development plan (CDP) and 
formally shown. Staff will review and comment on the concept plans accordingly. The 
concepts have been shown in recent PowerPoint presentations by the Applicant 
(Attachment 4).  

Response: Improvements per our meeting with staff were added to the CDP to include a raised 
Grove Avenue trail crossing, narrowing Grove Avenue to 25’ through the park 
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property, narrowing North West Street between Grove and N. West by re-aligning the 
curb, adding sidewalk to N. West headed northeast up to Steeples Court. 

 
Comment 8: Parapet Walls and Maximum Building Height Limits – the Applicant has responded 

to public comments and concerns about additional height concerns and agreed to limit 
future parapet walls to a maximum of four (4) feet in height, as needed to screen rooftop 
equipment etc. That no residential penthouses are planned or allowed and any 
mechanical structures on the roof exceeding a four (4) foot high parapet wall shall be 
limited to the exception of a grocery use under the reference on the conceptual plans to 
“roof structures shall not exceed a maximum of 20 feet above the height of the building 
and shall be concealed either by a parapet wall or by exterior architectural material of 
the same type and quality as that used in the exterior walls of the building.” The 
Applicant will provide a note on the conceptual architectural plans reflecting these 
limitations and prohibitions, as stated above reflecting the email to Kathy Kleiman from 
Dick Buskell, dated November 10, 2015 (Attachment 5). 

Response: The note has been added to the elevations. 
   
Comment 9: Transportation Management Plan (TMP), Applicant has agreed to commit to staff’s 

suggested 1) Reduction in the number of peak hour trips generated by residential and 
office uses from ITE Trip generation amounts by 25%; 2) Increase non-Single 
Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) mode share for the site as a whole to 47%; and 3) reduce 
parking demand for the site by 13% from city code parking standards. Applicant has 
indicated they will agree to these performance goals and targets as commitments and 
reflect them in the final VCs at special exception and develop fully in the final TMP at 
site plan.  These above referenced performance standard are to be formally added to the 
VCs. 

Response: The above standards have been added to the VCs. 
 
Comment 10:  On-Street commercial loading space proposed for use as a trash pickup to occupy a 

City’s public street right-of-way needs “operational conditions” as part of the application 
– further details of operational plan, frequency, limits to hours, maximum size of vehicles, 
use by hotel only and other relevant conditions are needed, as well as, architectural 
treatment of door prior to final consideration by City Council. Applicant shall provide a 
detailed written operational plan for staff review that addresses and details the above 
mentioned and any other staff operational standards requested. 
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Response: Information and restrictions for the trash pick-up have been added to the VCs. 

 
Comment 11: Traffic signal warrant preliminary studies have been requested by the Department of 

Public Works (DPW) – Pending, must be provided to staff at this time for review. 
Response: As coordinated with staff, the preliminary traffic signal warrant was included with the 

traffic study in the July 24, 2015 submission, and is being reviewed by staff. 

 
Comment 12: Final Conceptual Development Plan and Conceptual Architectural Elevations - 

Final, revised special exception are required that reflect the items listed above, as 
  needed graphically or illustratively. That the Conceptual Architectural Elevations also 

   be specifically reference in VC #1. 

Response: This has been added to the revised VCs. 
 

Staff Review Comments 
 

Key technical staff comments on the Mason Row application are summarized and 
addressed in the Applicant's response letter dated November 3, 2015 having been 
originally comments from staff detailed a letter to the applicant, dated September 
21 , 2015. The Applicant's November 3rd response letter and November 12th 
conceptual development and architectural elevations revisions are all currently 
under final staff review. [Note: November 23, 2105 VCs may have addressed 
several of these items] 

 
Key Staff Comments and Issues: 

 
Comment 13: Comprehensive plan, Land Use Plan Map Amendment; Zoning Map 

Amendment (Rezoning) and Special Exceptions requested are generally 
compatible with the overall land use objectives, special exception criteria and 
zoning regulations under the current proposed conceptual development plan the 
supporting community benefits, and the final plan revisions. Staff has noted some 
inconsistencies in supporting documents and plans for detailing in final revisions - 
Pending, the July 24, 2015 dated conceptual development plan (CDP), architectural 
plans and the revised Voluntary Concessions, Community Benefits, Terms and 

  Conditions, dated October 5, 2015, must be updated to reflect the Applicant's latest 
   updated commitments, in a formal and final form. 

Response: Plans and documents have been updated to reflect the latest revisions as noted in the 
accompanying memo. 
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Comment 14: Architectural Design and Massing - staff has provided comments on needed 

architectural design changes and refinements. Hotel brand “green” bars should be 
eliminated, as well as, “red” building façade as Mason Lane and Park Avenue. The 
July redesigned site layout and building/use separations has improved the massing 
of the project, providing notable relief from the previously perceived fortress-like 
design. The Applicant should continue to explore additional design strategies to 
further reduce the building height and scale to achieve further compatibility with the 

  immediately surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
The Architectural Advisory Board (AAB) at their October 7, 2015 meeting 
 reviewed the Mason Row plans and made several recommendations. The AAB 

              recommended improving the building articulations, roofline, hotel branding 
colors not in keeping with Falls Church, street level retail treatment and 
residential townhouse style multi-family building on Park Avenue needing 

  further accessory architectural townhouse features (Attachment 11). 

Response:  See revised Hotel Elevations and Renderings. The hotel “Green” branding has been 
minimized and carefully located within a small section of the corner tower element. 
We feel the hotel redesign and reduced “green” branding meet both the City’s request 
for Falls Church architecture and hotel branding requests. The “Red” façade of the 
retail level is just illustrative and actual color theme and usage will be further designed 
in the retail design guidelines. We have also reduced the overall massing of the project 
by removing a floor on the residential building facing the W/OD trail and at the corner 
of Mason Ave, N. West St and Park Ave. 

 
Comment 15: Traffic signal warrant preliminary studies have been requested by the 
    Department of Public Works (DPW) - Pending" 

Response:  See response to Comment 11 above. 
 
Comment 16: Adjacent W&OD Trail re-alignment and improvements should be the 

responsibility of the Applicant - Applicant has agreed in the latest VCs to construct 
and/or cover the costs of such improvements, as shown on Conceptual Development 
Plan (CDP). Newly proposed Grove Avenue and N West Street raised crossings and 
road improvements have been agreed to by the Applicant and show in informal 

 exhibits (Attachment 12). Street redesign and improvement need to be reflected in 
   VCs and conceptual development plans. 

Response:  See response to comment #7 above for included revisions. 
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Comment 17: Final language, terms and amounts related to offered community benefits in the 

Voluntary Concessions, Community Benefits, Terms and Conditions, dated October 
5, 2015 regarding school capital contribution, affordable housing unit types/mix 
and other items - Pending further staff comments and Applicant revisions. 
Applicant had addressed principal or key pending issues in an email correspondence 

 dated November 9, 2015 relating to ADUs, School capital and community 
 improvements funding etc. (Attachment 2). Final VCs are pending. 

Response: The VCs were revised to address outstanding issues. 
 
Comment 18: Proposed on-street, private loading space for trash pickup in City public street 

right-of-way needs operational restriction to go along with submitted November 4th 
letter requesting and accompanying justifications for formal consideration by 
Resolution of the City Council under Section 48-939 (I) of the City Code. - 
Applicant provided application and justification materials on November 2, 2015 
(Attachments 6). Formal request and justification letter from applicant received on 
November 4, 2105. Further details of operational plan, frequency, limits to hours, 

 size of vehicles, use by hotel only and other relevant, is needed. VCs should reflect 
 operational conditions and limitations.  

Response: Information and restrictions for the trash pick-up have been added to the VCs. 
 
Comment 19: Building Step Backs criteria for Garage Building (East) - Special Exceptions 

with requests for height bonuses in a B-1 district, under section 48-455 of the City 
  Code requires "exemplary" projects and specifically refers to building step backs 
 when adjacent to a R-district (St. James Church property zoning is residential). No 
 building step back at 30 or at_55 feet is provided. - Applicant does not plan to 
 design step backs to the building (proposed 70 foot- high garage), since the church 
 property is not being used as a residential use, but a long-standing institutional use. 
 Applicant believes the criteria, though applicable to special exceptions, is not 
 necessary in this case due to the actual use. St. James representatives have not 
 indicated any issue with the building heights proposed, only potential on-street 
 parking issues. 

Response: The comment in Item #19 refers to the provision in 48-455 of the Zoning Code that 
allows for 30’ of bonus height for exemplary projects in the B-1 District.  That section 
of code calls for “step backs” in height of the mixed use project such that the height of 
the mixed use building  is “compatible with the maximum height permitted in the 
abutting “R”.  The City has approved various situations in prior mixed use projects. 

 
For example, the height of the Byron is about 85’ abutting the R district but that area is 
the rear yard of single family houses and a narrow strip of City Parkland. In the case of 
the Spectrum building along Park Ave, the main building of  85’ steps back to a band of 
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townhouses along Park Ave abutting the “R” district and these office townhouses are 
about 55’ feet in height on average.  Rushmark is about 92 feet in height abutting the 
R-M district but a portion of the Rushmark building is stepped back after the first floor.   

 
In the case of Mason Row, the townhouse style apartments along Park Avenue have flat 
roofs and are about 35’ high. Previously there was an above grade parking garage 
behind these townhouse style apartments such that after about 27’ the height went up to 
about 70’ (the height of the parking garage).  Thus the side of the mixed use building 
(comprised of the apartments and the garage) facing the R district parcels owned by the 
St. James Church varied in size from 35’ at  Park Avenue to about 70’ back from Park 
Ave.  The Church is an institutional use and it has had no objection to this proposal.  

 
However, the design has been modified such that the parking garage has been replaced 
with the Movie Theater.  Moreover the apartments now go back from Park Avenue 
about 46.5’ before reaching the theater behind the apartments (movie theater 
approximately 61’ from face of curb).   Not only has the character of the building facing 
the St. James Parcels changed for the better, the bulk and height of that building is less 
than it was.  We believe the visual relationship of the mixed use building to the “R” 
district parcels to the east has markedly improved and the “step back” provided makes 
the heights compatible as required in Section 48-455 of the Zoning Code. 

 
 

Comment 20:  Architectural Design Park Avenue Building - Apartments fronting on Park 
Avenue have a townhouse style façade that needs further architectural accessory type 
elements – like commonplace step and porch features to complete the design (Attachment 
 II). - Applicant to explore, architectural redesign, pending. 

Response: See Item #6,D above.  We are unable to accommodate porches and entries as they would 
require additional loss of living space.  We are unable to financially absorb the loss of 
residential square footage above and beyond what has been implemented so far. 

 
Comment 21:  Transportation Management Plan (TMP) submitted provides mode share goals 

that are consistent with the City's strategy, but it is unclear which elements are just 
ideas and suggestions. A clear list of TMP elements, commitments, and specific 
measureable benchmarks are needed at this time and the details can be finalized at 
site plan. Pending finalization, but Applicant agrees to staff's suggested 1) 
Reduction in the number of peak hour trips generated by residential and office uses 
from ITE Trip generation amounts by 25%;  2) Increase non-Single Occupancy 
Vehicle (SOV) mode share for the site as a whole to 47%; and 3) reduce parking 
demand for the site by 13%. The Applicant has indicated (November 3, 2015 
response letter) these issues and elements will be addressed and reflected in the final 
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VCs and TMP. 
Response:   The transportation management plan changes are adhered to in the VCs, and the TMP 

will be finalized during site plan as noted above. 
 
Comment 22:  Street Geometry at N. West Street, Grove Avenue, and the W&OD Trail 

requires further design and changes per staff comments and recommendations - 
Applicant indicates they will reflect changes in final engineering and design at 
Subsequent site plan stage. 

Response:   See response to comment #7, above. 
 
Comment 23:  Affordable Housing Units (ADUs) while the proposed 6% of total units being 

ADUs and half at 60% AMI and the other half at 80% AMI is generally within City 
affordable housing policy. The City affordable housing needs are more at 60% AMI 
and a mix of units comparable to the market unit mix. The Applicant in 

 correspondence dated November 9, 2015 has agreed to all the ADUs being at 60% 
  AMI and that the unit type mix will be comparable to the overall market unit mix. 
Response:  The VCs were revised to meet the City policy. 
 
Comment 24:  High-Rise Building Package - Fire Marshal indicates a preliminary determination 

is needed as to which building will be equipped with a high-rise fire protection 
package. Need preliminary building code analysis and build separation details – the 
Applicant’s consultant has prepared a summary report submitted November 12th and 
currently under staff review 

 
Need for a high-rise package is well defined in the building code, requirement is 
based upon highest occupied floor level and lowest level of fire truck access and 
the measure in building height being 75 feet or over. - Staff recommends 
requiring the high rise package in the VCs, up front, due to the major project 
planned heights of up to 85 feet and underground theater. 

Response:   Due to the plan changes and the theater moving above grade, the life safety consultant 
(Jensen Hughes) will be updating the life safety report.  A code summary will be 
provided as soon as possible.  In addition, our minimum commitments are listed under 
the public safety portion of VC’s. 

 
Comment 25: West Broad Street Traffic Signal/Intersection - The current proposed new traffic 

signal and intersection on West Broad Street does not align with the Dominion 
Jewelers opposite business, other business access or Rowell Court. The review of 
options to redesign the proposed traffic signal and intersection to align with property 
access points across the street is needed. The Applicant is analyzing and will 
provide options for consideration by staff and affected property owner. 
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Response:   See response to comment #5, above. 
 
Comment 26:  Final, revised special exception Conceptual Development Plan and Architectural 

Elevations are required to reflect the items listed above and that address the final 
disposition of the Applicants response letter dated November 2, 2015 which address 
staff comments reflected in the previous letter to the Applicant, dated September 21, 
2015. 

Response:   Enclosed are the revised plans reflecting items noted above, and in our response letter 
from November 2, 2015.  Additionally, the list of revisions since the July 24, 2015 
submission is enclosed with this letter. 

 
Comment 27: Theater Anchor and Abatement Proposal - several Planning Commission members 

have indicated a strong desire to remove the theater from the proposed Mason Row 
project, as indicated in at their October 19 work session and November 2nd and 16th 
public hearings. That the subject site is not perceived as good location and have 
traffic generation and parking related concerns. Additional concern is the City 

 Council consideration of a revenue sharing proposal that abates ticket tax revenues 
  and subsidizes a private developer. 
Response: Less than a majority of the seven Planning Commissioners expressed strong desires to 

remove the Theater. The transportation improvements and the parking plan adequately 
address the traffic and parking concerns. The theater is an important anchor and will 
be a significant contributing factor to the success of the Retail Project Plan that is 
incorporated into the Voluntary Concessions. In the most recent City Council work 
session and in subsequent meetings with individual Council members, all Council 
members have voiced support for a theater.  The applicant is revising its proposed 
development agreement for sharing Admission Tax Revenues to provide for a share for 
the City from the outset of Theater operations. 

 
We hope that this fully addresses any outstanding concerns, in preparation for the December 14, 2015 
City Council Second Reading. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 

The Mason Row Development Team 





























 

 

 

 

 

 

December 9, 2015 
 
Gary Fuller 
Principal Planner 
City of Falls Church 
300 Park Ave 
Falls Church, VA 22046 
 
Re: Mason Row Changes 
 
Gary, 
Listed below is a summary of changes that have occurred on the Mason Row project between the SE 
Application Sub 06 (Dated July 24, 2015) and the current SE Application Sub 08 (Dated December 9, 
2015): 
 
Residential 

1. Reduced the number of apartments from 340 to 299 market rate and 23 ADU, for a total of 

322 (5.3% reduction). 

2. Reduced the residential gross floor area. 

3. Increased number of ADU homes by 3 homes above policy. 
4. Removed one (1) floor of apartment building along N. West St 

5. Removed one (1) floor of apartment building at corner of Mason Ave and Park Ave 

6. Added residential access points throughout ground floor for convenience of residents to 

access retail and W/OD Trail. 

7. Changed the large blank façade on east elevation along W. Broad St to (2) smaller facades. 
8. Provided space for potential mural on eastern façade at Broad St. 

9. Added a green screen at the 2 parking levels on the east façade. 

10. Reduced overhang of cornice at tower locations @ N. West Street and Park Ave.  
11. Broke up parapet of residential cornice along Broad Street. 

 
Retail 

1. Relocated theater to above grade location at eastern interior area of the site. 

2. Maintained the same retail plan configurations. 

3. Maintained the convenience retail parking at grade and mezzanine spaces. 

4. Removed parking garage from under Market square to allow more flexibility of designing 

Market Square during site plan. 

5. Moved apartment and theater building back an additional 16’ from Park Ave. (Theater 

façade is now 60’-63’ from Park Ave curb). 

6. Theater height is 30’-40’ maximum, with the final height to be determined after the theater 

design is completed.  At a maximum, the theater will be equal in height to the previously 

proposed parking garage, but may be shorter. 



 

 
Hotel  

1. Redesigned Hotel elevations to fit in with Falls Church architecture. 

2. Broke the cornice lines at the roof of the hotel . 

3. Differentiated hotel common areas from rest of hotel. 

4. Carried hotel architecture down to grade to highlight hotel entrance. 

5. Minimized “Green” hotel branding color on facades. 

6. Reduced material color palette of hotel to look less busy. 

7. Removed E.I.F.S material from the community. 

 

Transportation & Jurisdiction 
1. East access on Broad Street revised to incorporate entrance into Dominion Jewelers and 

their inter-parcel access with Rowell Court. 

2. All city, neighborhood and NVRPA traffic improvements provided, including: 

a.      Narrowing Grove Avenue to 25’ along the Park property 

b.      Providing raised crosswalk for Grove Avenue 

c.       Re-aligning N. West Street curb to narrow road between N. West and Grove Ave. 

d.      Added sidewalk and curb re-alignment for northeast bound N. West Street to Steeples 

Court. 

5.  Parking provided per Application Sub 06:  1,108 spaces 

Parking provided per the current SE Application Sub 08:  1,007 spaces 

6. Added 3 speed tables for Grove Ave in VC’s, subject to city approval. 

Please let me know if you have any further questions. 
 
Thanks, 
 
 
 
 
Jeff Whitman 
GTM Architects 
 










